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that they support using the taxing power to
force religious citizens to subsidize secular or-
ganizations.

The primary issue both sides of this debate
are avoiding is the constitutionality of the wel-
fare state. Nowhere in the Constitution is the
federal government given the power to level
excessive taxes on one group of citizens for
the benefit of another group of citizens. Many
of the founders would have been horrified to
see modern politicians define compassion as
giving away other people’s money stolen
through confiscatory taxation. After all, the
words of the famous essay by former Con-
gressman Davy Crockett, that money is ‘‘Not
Yours to Give.’’

Instead of expanding the unconstitutional
welfare state, Congress should focus on re-
turning control over welfare to the American
people. As Marvin Olaksy, the ‘‘godfather of
compassionate conservatism,’’ and others
have amply documented, before they were
crowded out by federal programs, private
charities did an exemplary job at providing
necessary assistance to those in need. These
charities not only met the material needs of
those in poverty but helped break many of the
bad habits, such as alcoholism, taught them
‘‘marketable’’ skills or otherwise engaged them
in productive activity, and helped them move
up the economic ladder.

Therefore, it is clear that instead of expand-
ing the unconstitutional welfare state, Con-
gress should return control over charitable giv-
ing to the American people by reducing the
tax burden. This is why I strongly support the
tax cut provisions of H.R. 7, and would enthu-
siastically support them if they were brought
before the House as a stand alone bill. I also
proposed a substitute amendment which
would have given every taxpayer in America a
$5,000 tax credit for contributions to social
services organizations which serve lower-in-
come people. Allowing people to use more of
their own money promotes effective charity by
ensuring that charities remain true to their
core mission. After all, individual donors will
likely limit their support to those groups with a
proven track record of helping the poor,
whereas government agencies may support
organizations more effective at complying with
federal regulations or acquiring political influ-
ence than actually serving the needy.

Many prominent defenders of the free soci-
ety and advocates of increasing the role of
faith-based institutions in providing services to
the needy have also expressed skepticism re-
garding giving federal money to religious orga-
nizations, including the Reverend Pat Robin-
son, the Reverend Jerry Falwell, Star Parker,
Founder and President of the Coalition for
Urban Renewal (CURE), Father Robert Sirico,
President of the Action Institute for Religious
Liberty, Michael Tanner, Director of Health
and Welfare studies at the CATO Institute,
and Lew Rockwell, founder and president of
the Ludwig Von Misses Institute. Even Marvin
Olaksy, the above-referenced ‘‘godfather of
compassionate conservatism,’’ has expressed
skepticism regarding this proposal.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, because H.R. 7
extends the reach of the immoral, unconstitu-
tional welfare state and thus threatens the au-
tonomy and the effectiveness of the very faith-
based charities it claims to help, I urge my col-
leagues to reject it. Instead, I hope my col-
leagues will join me in supporting a constitu-
tional and compassionate agenda of returning

control over charity to the American people
through large tax cuts and tax credits.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
in opposition to the underlying bill and in sup-
port of the Conyers Substitute. First, and fore-
most I must make known my profound belief
in the healing ability of faith. The Church has
always played an important role in my life and
in many ways was a catalyst to my choice to
pursue a political career. However, this is not
a debate about government versus religion.
Religious organizations play an important role
in our society and no matter what we do on
the floor today they will continue to do so. I
assure you I will continue to support them.

ALREADY HAVE THE ABILITY TO COMPETE

There are many who have taken the floor
and allege that Faith Based organizations are
discriminated against when competing for fed-
eral funds. I question this statement. I have
come to believe that under current law, Faith
Based organizations can in fact compete if
they take certain steps under the law. They
must create a separate 501(C)(3) organization
to prevent the mixing of church and secular
activities. In my mind this insulates Faith
Based organizations from the sometimes intru-
sive hand of the government.

DISCRIMINATION

Again I state my support for the healing role
of faith based organizations. However, as an
avid student of this country’s history and, for
that matter, the world’s history, I cannot ignore
some of the heinous things that have been
done in the name of religion. In fact, current
history is full of the horrors attendant to state
sponsored religion. For decades, this country
has struggled to bring peace to the hot box
that is the Middle East, where religion is the
sub-text used for the oppression of women,
the oppression of other faiths and state spon-
sored terrorism. While I realize that this coun-
try has many protections against many of
these horrors, and I do not mean to suggest
that the enactment of this bill will rise to the
level of these horrors, I do mean to suggest
that more subtle forms of these problems such
as discrimination will result from this measure.

This bill would allow Faith Based organiza-
tions to discriminate as to who they will hire.
This is wrong. The faith of a helping hand is
of no consequence to the person in need. All
of humanity has the potential to accomplish
charitable deeds and should not be told that
there is no role for their charity because of the
faith they hold dear. I will not stand idly by as
the Civil Rights laws in place to prevent work-
place discrimination are flouted in the name of
religion

NO ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR THE PROGRAM

Finally, this measure is indicative of the Re-
publican efforts to dismantle social programs.
I say this because they have not provided a
red cent for the implementation of this initiative
or the programs that it involves. This bill will
expand the pool of competitors already com-
peting for diminished funds due to a bloated
tax-cut. For example the Bush budget cuts
local crime prevention funds by $1 billion. The
Bush budget also cuts the needs of public
housing by $1 billion by cutting $309 million
from Public Housing Drug Elimination Grants,
and cutting the Public Housing Capital Fund
by $700 million. Even Job Training is cut by
$500 million under the Administration’s budg-
et.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I have long advo-
cated making changes to the tax code de-

signed to encourage charitable giving. Indeed,
I have promoted some of the proposals con-
tained in the legislation we have before us
today, including the charitable IRA rollover and
the deduction for non-itemizers, for many
years. Because the legislation we are consid-
ering, the Community Solutions Act, contains
a number of worthwhile provisions that I be-
lieve will help encourage people to give to
charity, I rise today to express my support.

However, while I believe this legislation is a
step in the right direction, H.R. 7 is but a first
step. Frankly, we need to do more, and in my
remarks today I would like to highlight a num-
ber of items that I believe need to receive fur-
ther consideration by the Ways and Means
Committee and the Congress in the near fu-
ture.

My first comments relate to the largest pro-
vision in this legislation in terms of revenue
impact—the charitable deduction for non-
itemizers. I do not believe there is a member
in Congress who has fought longer or harder
for restoring the charitable deduction for non-
itemizers than I. The non-itemizer charitable
deduction actually existed in the tax code from
1981–1986. It was created in the 1981
Reagan tax bill, but the language in the 1981
bill sunset the provision after 1986. In January
1985, at the start of the 99th Congress, I intro-
duced legislation, H.R. 94, to make the non-
itemizer deduction permanent. The year after
the provision expired in 1986, I introduced leg-
islation, H.R. 113, to restore the deduction. In
every Congress since that time up to the
present, I have introduced legislation to re-
store this deduction. For the record, I would
like to insert the following table identifying the
Congress, date and bill number of the legisla-
tion that I have introduced on this subject:
99th Congress—1/3/85—H.R. 94; 100th Con-
gress—1/6/87—H.R. 113; 101st Congress—1/
4/89—H.R. 459; 102nd Congress—1/3/91—
H.R. 310; 103rd Congress—1/5/93—H.R. 152;
104th Congress—4/7/95—H.R. 1493; 105th
Congress—9/18/97—H.R. 2499; 106th Con-
gress—3/25/99—H.R. 1310; and 107th Con-
gress—2/28/01—H.R. 777.

While I am gratified that Congressman
WATTS included that the non-itemizer deduc-
tion in H.R. 7, I am disappointed that the limi-
tations on the amount of the deduction were
set so low. Indeed, I am concerned that the
deduction limits have been set so low as to
have a very minimal impact toward the goal of
increasing charitable giving. Frankly, the de-
duction allowance ought to be set substantially
higher. I applaud President Bush for his pro-
posal to allow the deduction up to the amount
of the standard deduction. However, despite
my concerns with the limitations contained in
H.R. 7, I still believe that this provision rep-
resents a positive first step—a step on which
the Ways and Means Committee can build a
more substantial deduction. Moreover, I hope
that the other body takes up similar legislation
this year and that it considered the concerns
I am raising today.

With regard to those individuals who do
itemize their deductions, I want to mention two
proposals that were not contained in H.R. 7
but hopefully will be considered at a later date.
The first of these proposals relates to Section
170 of the tax code. Under current law, indi-
viduals who contribute appreciated property
(such as stocks and real estate) to charity are
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